That pastoral care was the main focus of Robert Grosseteste's theological work and correspondence is well-established: Grosseteste is often characterised as the vehement, uncompromising promoter of the pastoral ideal in the face of strong opposition, ecclesiastical and lay. Less close attention has been paid to whether the records of his diocesan administration demonstrate the practical outworking of his pastoral theories.
clergy and, consequently, in choosing the spiritual guides for the souls of their parishes.
However, the primary aim of lay patrons was to provide incomes for relatives and retainers: they did not share the spiritual concerns of the bishops, leaving the episcopate largely at the mercy of these patrons. Bishops could be theoretically committed to improving the quality of the clergy, in terms of character and skills, and they could remove exceptionally inadequate clergy where they could find them. But they had little control over the appointment of clergy. In theory totally unsuitable clergy could be rejected, but there were occasions when a bishop, faced with the political tensions of lay patronage, was unable to do so.
In these circumstances Grosseteste experimented with a new structure for parish clergy, revealed in his administrative records, which allowed him to fulfil his pastoral duty and also to put into practice his views about both the lay patrons' obligations to pastoral care, and the obligations of those men selected as parish clergy. The system required compromise on both sides about the sorts of men who would be allowed to benefit from a church's income. It also, however, provided an education about the importance of pastoral care for both potential clergyman and patrons. Additionally it focused pastoral care within the parish, underlining Grosseteste's concern for the salvation of individuals.
Grosseteste, the laity and pastoral care
In discussions of his views of pastoral care, Grosseteste becomes almost a caricature reforming bishop, depicted as permanently at war with those around him, lay and ecclesiastical, popes and cathedral chapters as well as the king and individual lords, 4 as he was also a teacher and director of souls who had worked in the Schools, producing works on pastoral care within that instructional context, 11 and as such he knew how to lead and guide as well as how to command and oppose. He also knew when compromise was necessary. This is clear in his practical dealings with his ecclesiastical colleagues, 12 and further examination of this, particularly with regard to monastic communities and pastoral care, would also be worthwhile. But it is the neglected consideration of his pragmatic compromises with the laity which is the subject of this paper, and it is upon the relationship between the bishop and lay patrons that it will concentrate. And it is Grosseteste's often overlooked administrative records which provide the evidence of him engaging in negotiation and compromise.
Grosseteste's episcopal administrative records
A consideration of Grosseteste's relationship to lay patrons in terms of their role in pastoral care brings together several strands of his thought and a variety of his writings, practical and theoretical; his philosophical work, particularly his commentary upon
Aristotle's Nicomachean Ethics, Book 8; his theology of pastoral care and, importantly, those surviving administrative documents from his episcopate: the eight extant rolls which record something of his daily work within his diocese. 13 These, like the other 11 In particular his works De modo confitendi et penitentias iniugendi, Templum Dei and Perumbulavit Iudas have all been dated before his rise to the episcopate in 1235. For an overview of this dating and a consideration of the probability that Grosseteste wrote such works without personal parochial experience of cure of souls, see Joseph Goering, 'When and Where Did Grosseteste Study Theology?', in Robert Grosseteste: New Perspectives on His Thought and Scholarship, ed. J. McEvoy (Turnhout: Brepols, 1995): 27-34. 12 See for example his attempts in 1235 to persuade W. de Cerda to return to England to take up his pastoral duties: Mantello and Goering, eds., Letters of Robert Grosseteste, 88-90 (Ep. 57-9). He takes similarly persuasive tones when trying to persuade others to take up their pastoral duties in the diocese: see his letters to John of St Giles and Richard of Cornwall: Mantello and Goering, eds., Letters of Robert Grosseteste, 93-4, 168-9 (Ep. 62-3, 140). 13 Lincoln, Lincolnshire Archives, DIOC/ROLLS/GROSSETESTE/1-8, ranging in length from 16 membranes to 6. The rolls are edited in F.N. Davis, ed., Rotuli Roberti Grosseteste, ed. F.N.
episcopal registers and rolls of thirteenth-century England, are both remarkable for their survival, and frustrating in their content. Grosseteste's preoccupation with the provision of competent pastoral care was played out in his work as bishop of Lincoln, yet the rolls give few indications of his concerns, largely containing formulaic notices of the institution of clergy to benefices. These rolls have been largely overlooked as a significant source for Grosseteste's pastoral work; instead they have been mined for entries which give evidential backing to particular points made in other sources.
14 Researchers have looked elsewhere for evidence of Grosseteste's concern for cure of souls and in the process created the picture of a bishop who was implacable in upholding exemplary standards and processes. A reconsideration of the detail and phrasing of a particular group of entries in the rolls, however, supports a rather different picture. These seemingly sterile documents can cast light on the way in which the bishop drew upon the different strands of his learning and teaching to improve practical pastoral care in his see of Lincoln and also on the bishop's willingness to compromise process in order to achieve good cure of souls in the parishes.
Each of the eight archdeaconries of the diocese is represented by an individual roll, the front being made up mainly of brief entries, usually largely formulaic, Grosseteste's rolls they were occasionally used in this way, 21 and on at least one occasion such a benefice provided consolation for a religious house whose patronage had been temporarily usurped when a church was granted to a papal candidate.
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Grosseteste also used them to give an income to unsuitable rectors, such as those who were married, who could be persuaded, or forced, to resign the cure of souls. As almost all of these men had reached the higher levels of ordination they could not now, under canon law, take a full role in secular society and their maintenance was considered the obligation of the diocese which had ordained them. Giving these man a simple benefice, that is income without the duty of caring for parishioners' souls, provided for their 19 These were defined as benefices without cure of souls and without obligations of residence in a parish, allowing a clergyman to hold more than one benefice if necessary. 23 The 12 entries which concern us here, however, served a different purpose and have noticeable features which draw them together.
In the first case, they do not fit into the other possible categories mentioned.
The recipients of these simple benefices are not previously instituted incumbents who have been removed; although they are several times directly said to have been previous presentees to the churches in question their nominations were never approved by the bishop so they did not need to be removed from office. Nor is there reason to think that their simple benefices were a consequence of any dispute over patronage since both the successful candidate and the recipient of the pension seem to have been presented by the same patron. The majority of these recipients of simple benefices were, indeed, clearly related to that undisputed patron. Of these 12 entries, nine reveal a close relationship: either the simple benefice is specifically said to go to the patron's son, brother or nephew, or the surnames of those involved suggest a close relationship. 24 In the other five instances there is no evidence for or against such a familial relationship, but as one aunt and nephew can only be identified because longer letters of institution appear on the dorse of the roll, 25 evidence not available for every institution, we know that the brief entries on the front do, on occasion, omit such information. As the nomination of family members suggests that patrons were more concerned with the 23 There are 20 such entries on the rolls ranging from Roger, the married rector of East Keal who receives 3 marks a year, to Simon, ordained priest but who was the son of the former rector of his church of Radwell, who received 4 marks. In one instance the rector of a moiety of a church has been removed through the consolidation of a benefice, at Navenby. Here the removed rector, Master W. material benefit of their kin than parishioners' spiritual health, there was clearly tension between the bishop's ambition for his parochial clergy and the ambitions of the patrons.
In these special cases of simple benefices the clerical orders of both rector and pension recipient are also noteworthy in each case. Ordination was divided into major and minor orders. Those in minor orders, of which the rank of acolyte was the only one used in the thirteenth-century for adults or those on the verge of adulthood, could still enter the secular world. They could marry and take up secular lives. Those in major orders, the orders of subdeacon, deacon and priest, were committed to a career in the church, although only priests could undertake all the duties and services necessary to guide the souls of parishioners. Only they could perform the mass or hear confession. In these 12 cases Grosseteste reveals a definite preference for rectors who were ordained priests, or for those whose quick ordination to this level could be expected, even though in the thirteenth-century it was not necessarily expected that rectors were priests since it often happened that they did not undertake the work of their parishes personally. In one instance a simple benefice proposed in circumstances which would fit the criteria of those under examination, is specifically said to have been denied to a clerk because the patron refused to appoint a suitable man already ordained priest to the benefice: the bishop accepted his presentation of a subdeacon as rector, having refused his original presentation on the grounds that the candidate was not sufficiently literate, but withheld the grant of a simple benefice from the church to the original presentee. 26 The bishop was not entirely consistent in insisting on a priest as rector in these 12 simple benefice cases, but there is a much higher percentage of priests here than amongst Grosseteste's general institutions. In general a third of rectories for which institutions are recorded in Grosseteste's rolls were filled by priests, although almost all rectors were ordained to the higher orders of subdeacon or deacon. Amongst these 12 simple benefices eight had priests instituted as rectors; that is two-thirds of the whole. Of the remaining four, the ordination level of one is unknown, 27 one was a deacon and two were subdeacons. 28 But of these three who were definitely not in priest's orders two, the deacon and one of the subdeacons, were described as holding their benefices with 'the burden and obligation of vicars', a common phrase in Lincoln institutions, used across more than one episcopate, which signified that the clergyman took on the obligations of residence and that personal performance of service in the church, for which ordination to the priesthood would have been necessary. 29 Used in these instances, this implies that these two, deacon and subdeacon, were obliged and able to be ordained to the priesthood swiftly.
In such a small sample, a high level of priests as rectors could be a coincidence but this is improbable. Rectors in the particular instances in which simple benefices were granted would have needed to be ordained priests, since another notable feature of these entries is the low level of orders amongst those who were receiving the simple 27 In the case of the church of Long Bennington, the grant of a simple benefice to Adam de Benington, clerk, brother of the patron, is known only through letters of institution for the eventual rector, Master Richard de Cressingham dated January 1237. There is no entry of any sort for this institution on the front of the roll, although Richard's later death and replacement is recorded: Davis, ed., Rotuli Roberti Grosseteste, 120 (the identification of the parish as the same as Long Bennington, recorded earlier in the volume, has not been noted by the original editor). In these letters master Richard is described as 'clerk', a title used on the front of the roll to describe men in lower orders: Davis, ed., Rotuli Roberti Grosseteste, 15. However, almost all clergy are called 'clerk' in these letters of institution, whatever their level of ordination as revealed elsewhere in the records. 36 Age of presentees was an issue for Grosseteste on at least one other occasion. When he instituted Robert de Harrington, clerk, as rector of two-thirds of Fulletby church at his father's presentation the bishop's concern about the age of the presentee led him to insist upon a vicar, with a pension of just 1 mark retained for the rector, until that young rector was ordained to higher orders, which happened the next year. That Grosseteste did not use a simple benefice here may reflect the fact that this presentation followed a dispute in the king's courts and he did not wish to cause further delay, or the fact that young Robert was so close to ordination to higher orders and clearly actively intended to enter the church: Davis, ed., Rotuli Roberti Grosseteste, 109. 37 These included royal clerks, household members and relations of the legate, relatives of important men at court, a candidate sent to him by Boniface, archbishop of Canterbury, an if the legate is happy that this situation is within the law, the patron should present another candidate in priest's orders as rector whilst the original young presentee, Thomas, would receive a simple benefice. 39 If such a benefice was granted, however, Thomas must be resident. 40 In other words Thomas is permitted to benefit financially from the benefice which belongs to his father the earl, but in return he must play an active role as a clerk in the parish.
The outcome of this particular case is unknown, there is no institution to this benefice in the rolls at the period of the letter, but our 12 cases from the rolls suggest that this proposal was put into practice on other occasions: not often, but then it would be hoped that such a stalemate in presentation was not frequently reached. Although
Grosseteste presents the solution as a new one to the legate -perhaps a courtesy as the legate had taken an interest in this case -he had in fact made use of it from the first year of his episcopate, although the system is not found under his predecessor, and he continued to use it to the last year. 41 In fact the very existence of this description in the letter collection suggests this was a practice Grosseteste wished to highlight. and administration of, a particular compromise used in a particular circumstance which arose in the diocese: the appointment by a secular patron of an underage relative to a benefice.
Grosseteste, then, specifically articulated in his letters the process of using a simple benefice to deal with a problem presentation; that is to provide an income for a patron's relative who was unsuitable for institution to a benefice. These simple benefices, their description and use, provide a glimpse of the bishop's practical implementation of his theology of pastoral care and his understanding of the importance of individual obligation for pastoral care within this theology.
Grosseteste and individual responsibility
A hierarchical model which made explicit the relative responsibilities of individuals underpinned Grosseteste's theory of pastoral care and although this has frequently been considered in ecclesiastical terms, exploring the relative responsibilities of pope, prelates and priests, it was also central to his understanding of lay responsibility for cure of souls. Influenced by his work on the treatises of Pseudo-Dionysius concerning the celestial and ecclesiastical hierarchies, the bishop emphasised the role of secular, that is non-monastic, ecclesiastics in mediating God's goodness and mercy to creation, and for him the central significance of this hierarchy was ensuring the delivery of pastoral care. 43 Within this, the greatest responsibility in the work of saving souls was that of the bishop, and the practical outworking of this is seen in Grosseteste's letters. He held himself personally responsible for the salvation of the souls of all of those over whom he exercised authority: an extensive responsibility stretching above and beyond the understanding of his contemporaries in the episcopate. 44 As prelate he had the duty of ensuring the quality of pastoral care, including the obligation to ensure the institution to benefices of canonically qualified candidates, and, in fulfilling this duty, he was personally responsible for the salvation of every parishioner in his very extensive diocese. If he neglected his obligations the consequence would be his personal damnation. In writing to William Raleigh, then treasurer of Exeter Cathedral, of his rejection of the ill-educated W. de Grana for a pastoral benefice, he declares that if he gave a cure to such a man he would expose himself to hellfire. 45 In responding to the legate Otto's request that he appoint the chaplain Master Azo to a prebend with pastoral care he emphasises that abuse of the power to dispose freely of ecclesiastical benefices, even by the pope, builds up the fires of hell, 46 and he cannot be part of it. Later he speaks to the same legate of his personal fear of a terrible fall from the path of holiness, if he grants a church to a man who already holds cure of souls and has no dispensation grants a benefice to an unworthy recipient he will surely find himself on the Day of Judgement amongst the murderers. 48 Grosseteste's hierarchical model of ecclesiastical power and responsibility may have been focused around the bishops, but the model distributed responsibility for pastoral care throughout the secular clergy, from pope to chaplain. The office of the papacy was the heart of unity in the church, and responsible for its guidance. So in 1250, at the Roman Curia, part of Grosseteste's case against the archbishop of Canterbury concerning the process of the latter's correctional visits to religious houses outside his diocese, considering the nature of good rule and tyranny and the ideal form of authority within the church, drawing together his work on PseudoDionysius and Aristotelian models of kingship, to consider the obligations of pope and archbishop: he described both good rule within the ecclesiastical and secular hierarchies in terms of tyrants, who rule for themselves, and good rulers, who rule for others. 49 In this instance the good which an ecclesiastical authority -pope or archbishop -must consider was the spiritual health of his flock. At the bottom of the ecclesiastical hierarchy, parish clergy had an equally serious responsibility to their parishioners:
Grosseteste describes an unworthy clergyman as spiritually dead: a murderer of souls, 47 Mantello and Goering, eds. saving himself from hell, but the unsuitable candidate from almost certain damnation also. 51 He also emphasises that the sin of a clergyman is a graver matter than that of his parishioners, for it is his duty to provide a pattern of a good and upright life.
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For Grosseteste, however, responsibility for pastoral care also stretched beyond the ecclesiastical sphere. Although his concept of hierarchy did not map so easily onto secular life, Grosseteste saw the laity at several levels as personally responsible for the salvation of souls and for exemplifying a good life to those who served them. He held secular lords accountable for the spiritual health of their families, their households and their tenants, and above them the king was held responsible for the security and safety of the realm and the protection of the church's liberties, vital for the spiritual health of his subjects.
The quotation that Grosseteste used for considering ecclesiastical authority, 'A king and a tyrant differ in this: that a tyrant looks to his own interest, but a king looks to the common good of his subjects' was from the king's obligations, condemning not just the tyrant, who works actively for his own good and against that of his subjects, 55 but also the weak king, whose coffers -both material and spiritual -are empty and whose exploitation and lack of leadership of his subjects although unintentional, are none the less damaging: a leader who jeopardises the security of his subjects. 56 Just as the pope's office included responsibility for ensuring the secular unity and security of his subjects, enabling them to live a 'good life', the king was responsible for the unity of the church, although in both instances the individual office holder often fell short of his ideal. 57 When writing to Henry III he emphasised that his duty of maintaining peace and stability in the kingdom was, or should be, exercised in order to aid the church in its mission of bringing eternal, spiritual peace. The two swords, spiritual and secular, both belonged to the church in origin and from the grant of the secular sword to secular authority arose royal responsibility to protect the church; royal power existed principally to assist the priesthood. 58 In one of his dicta arising from a synodal sermon preached to the clergy to accompany the presentation of his episcopal statutes -which themselves focused on the provision of pastoral care -is an extended consideration of the royal priesthood, comparing the duties of kings and priests. Both are to protect those under them, to provide an example of good character and to correct through the good use of the law.
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The emphasis may be on the clergy, but the secular obligation is also clear.
Whilst the king had the ultimate responsibility amongst the laity for the spiritual well-being of the kingdom, others of the laity had their own obligations. Writing to Margaret de Quincy, countess of Winchester, to advise her of her bailiff's behaviourhe had forbidden the purchase of goods which had been paid in tithes to Grosseteste's parish church -the bishop warned her that, if she did nothing to correct him, the bailiff's vices would be her sins. 60 His treatise on estate management for the countess of Lincoln emphasised her personal responsibility for her household. It was her duty to ensure the behaviour of all its members, to urge them to obedience to God's commands.
She was also to provide a personal example, sitting at table with them whenever possible, not eating privately, so as to exemplify courteous and upright behaviour and to oversee the conduct of her household. 61 To Simon de Montfort, earl of Leicester, the bishop spoke of the earl's obligation to treat a bailiff, whom he was responsible for disciplining, fairly, balancing the virtues of justice and mercy and working within the law: not just common law, but also natural, divine, equitable law, ensuring that justice served to guide the wrongdoer but did not, through undue leniency or unnecessary severity, endanger the soul of the miscreant and in consequence imperil the whole community should also demonstrate towards the accused, reflecting God's mercy shown to men.
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Simple benefices: education and pastoral care
So how did Grosseteste's concept of individual responsibility relate to his innovative use of simple benefices to solve difficult patronage issues? We have seen that for Grosseteste, the laity's role in pastoral care was both vital and one which sometimes necessarily involved some compromise by one or other party. As patrons of benefices, members of the laity had the right to choose and present to the bishop candidates for institution in vacant churches; to play a role in the choice of individuals who would constitute the hierarchical government of the church. Smith has calculated that only 40% of the benefices in Lincoln had lay patrons. 64 But in such a large diocese 40% must be calculated from nearly 2000 parishes: still a large absolute number. And in the exercise of this patronage, Grosseteste held the laity responsible for pastoral care just as he did ecclesiastics. In 1253, episcopal complaints laid before the King, and composed by Grosseteste, set out the duties and limits of this lay involvement. The patron, including the lay patron, must provide a suitable man who can guide souls, whilst the king must understand that pastoral care is vital for the parishioners' salvation and allow the bishops to do their work unhampered.
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The quality of such candidates was vital: the patrons and king were told that they must not encourage the appointment of the 'impotentes, ignorantes et And even if parishes were repeatedly investigated and poor clergy removed this was not the best option: for Grosseteste, these men had already had an opportunity to damage the souls of their parishioners. It was far better to make such disciplinary action unnecessary by instituting dedicated clergy of the highest quality in the first place who would take their pastoral duties seriously. Yet rarely could bishops personally choose a parish rector: benefices were served by the men their patrons nominated. If the candidate was just on the borderline of acceptable, if they were just literate enough to pass their examination, if they fulfilled legal requirements but had papal dispensations not to exercise cure of souls at all -to be absent from their parishes -the bishop was legally obliged to institute such substandard or mediocre men. These were the clergy of whom the legate Otto complained in the 1239 in the statutes of the Council of London, when he bemoaned the fact that whilst churches really needed resident rectors who were exemplary in orders, appearance, character, knowledge and doctrine, they far more often got either just a vicar, a substitute paid out of the benefice income, or a rector who was not ordained priest, dressed as though he was a knight, and who had little to 70 Lay patrons' choices of candidates, even when they were their relatives, were no doubt sometimes acceptable, and sometimes they were rejected by the bishop if they
were not, but as we have already seen there were occasions when Grosseteste felt unable to reject even an uncanonical candidate and then he sought a compromise. If lack of education was the sole issue, and many of the ill-educated in the rolls were indeed related to the patron of the benefice to which they were presented, Grosseteste, like his predecessor Hugh of Wells used a system of conditional institution dependent on future improvement, although he only once followed his predecessor in sending them to the Schools, preferring instead to require a master to teach the ill-educated clergyman 72 Powicke and Cheney, eds., Councils and Synods, 1: 250-1. 73 Even the rejection of candidates who did not completely fulfil canon law criteria could be difficult. Grosseteste's rolls reveal occasions when he allowed uncanonical institutions of rectors and vicars. On five occasions he instituted vicars who were subdeacons not priests: Davis, ed., Rotuli Roberti Grosseteste, 133 (Burton upon Stather), 251 (Kimpton: the printed edition suggests the details of the vicar's orders are omitted but they are given in the margin of the roll), 40 (Moulton), 39-40 (All Saints Stamford) and 275 (Ashwell); although in theory in 1237 the legate Otto had allowed vicars who were not priests to be instituted, provided they were ordained to the priesthood within the next year (Powicke and Cheney, eds., Councils and Synods, 1: 249), it would have been more reassuring if the candidates had been deacons, requiring ordination through only one more order. External constraints of a different kind were responsible for another type of worldly compromise although not with the laity. Grosseteste's recognition of the pressures on clerical members of his households to obtain incomes whilst pursuing their careers led him to allow them to be appointed to churches as rectors where they had no intention of being resident in the parish and in fact to hold more than one of these churches at once despite the implications for the souls of their parishioners: Lawrence, ed. However, the disadvantage was that the rector's income in these cases was seriously reduced. Elsewhere, Grosseteste was vocal in his concern that resident parish clergy should be well provided for, so that they could fulfil their duties and to limit the temptation for them to seek to hold churches in plurality. 77 To have allowed these agreements, where a rector in full orders was effectively sharing his income with an unqualified junior, he must have thought they had particular benefits outweighing that loss. The first of these was educational. Grosseteste was an educator; he had been eminent in the schools with which he retained his links throughout his life. 78 The simple benefice agreements discussed here were a form of education for both patron and 81 The clerk, too, was learning about the personal obligation of the clergy to their parishioners and the importance of not taking such duties lightly. The intention was that the recipients of simple benefices would move on in the future, to another benefice when suitably qualified, or out of the church, and at that point the money paid as a pension would return to the rectory. This may not have been an entirely successful plan. In one parish a simple benefice recipient outlasted the rector and none of the men identified seem to have taken on a full benefice in the future, suggesting that they did not move to full ordination. 82 At the least, however, a parish was spared finding itself in the sole charge of an unqualified clergyman. Both patrons and candidates may have refused to learn or taken their lessons lightly, but that is the enduring risk of attempts at education.
Education was one benefit. The second was related: the focusing of pastoral care within the parish. This was at the heart of Grosseteste's pastoral work: it is demonstrated through his works on confession, through his sermons and through his letters. It can also be seen in the way he providing for ill-educated clergy. When
Grosseteste sent them not to the Schools as his predecessor had done, but back to their parishes and ordered them to demonstrate their understanding of works which were of practical importance, such as weekly sermons, manuals of penance and the instructions found in his own statutes, he was directing these men to the stuff of daily parochial care.
Grosseteste was not unconcerned with education within the universities, but his emphasis was on close, parochial, pastoral engagement above all. As early as 1229 he had been influenced by Jordan of Saxony's challenge to the masters of Oxford to go back to their parishes, 83 and as bishop he tried to persuade those who held benefices in his diocese, yet spent their time in the schools to do so too: it is better to teach the sheep than the shepherds, he told more than one Paris master. in fact in providing these simple benefices Grosseteste was prepared to compromise his model of ideal pastoral arrangements. This should not be surprising: Grosseteste had acted as papal judge delegate: he was thus entirely familiar with compromise solutions. 85 He understood the way in which the world of secular preferment and secular law worked and he could be pragmatic in dealing with it. He also attempted, in his concern that all men should understand the extent of their personal responsibility for the souls of others, to educate both laity and clergy in the obligations of their position, their responsibilities to the church, to God and to those under them, and in the necessity of working within the law in all its forms. In the practical implementation of pastoral care, as in so many other areas, English bishops knew it was necessary to walk the tightrope between church and state carefully: a small slip could have disastrous consequences.
Both layman and ecclesiastic must be satisfied, and Grosseteste knew that both needed to be guided. He has been described as looking for the commonalities in his broad sweep of learning, and his concepts of personal responsibility were part of his integration of different strands of his learning. 86 Pastoral care was the main focus of Grosseteste's episcopal work, and he had high standards for his own practice: where he compromised, it was to ensure that pastoral care was provided in the present, and that 
